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Abstract
This project involves facilitating effective writing conferences through teacher talk, listening and responding to
students’ needs in a timely manner. Drawing from Johnstons’ (2004) Choice Words our research topic focuses
on noticing and naming or making students aware of areas they can improve upon in addition to their
achievements. This helps scaffold students into self-sufficient agents of writing. Researchers spent six weeks
conducting writing conferences with children grades K-3. Research teams met weekly to review, question,
critique, and analyze their findings and prepared two analytic memos. By noticing and naming in deliberate
and collaborative ways we foster a students’ growth in agency as writers.
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ABSTRACT
This project involves facilitating effective writing conferences 
through teacher talk, listening and responding to students’ 
needs in a timely manner.   Drawing from Johnstons’ (2004) 
Choice Words our research topic focuses on noticing and 
naming or making students aware of areas they can improve 
upon in addition to their achievements. This helps scaffold 
students into self-sufficient agents of writing.  Researchers 
spent six weeks conducting writing conferences with children 
grades K-3.  Research teams met weekly to review, question, 
critique, and analyze their findings and prepared two analytic 
memos.  By noticing and naming in deliberate and 
collaborative ways we foster a students’ growth in agency as 
writers.       
RESEARCH DESIGN
RESEARCH DESIGN (cont’d) RESULTS
LINGERING QUESTIONS
FINAL THOUGHTS
CONTACT INFORMATION
We applied peers’ techniques and the ideas of distant colleagues, 
advisors, mentor teachers to our own practices. 
By using direct and indirect statements, and constructive and 
positive feedback, we can stop and analyze both our work as 
well as the work of the students.  
We each grew in our use of language and scaffolding.
Prior to our collection of data we had no previous experience 
with writing conferences, but we are now equipped with the 
tools and knowledge to make us more insightful teachers. 
We can use these skills in the future and beyond the subject of 
writing. 
We not only learned a lot about ourselves but the abilities of 
students in our various classroom contexts.  
Not only did we help students grow, but we will continue to grow 
through action research by constantly analyzing our methods 
and collaborating with colleagues.        
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KEY LITERATURE FRAMING THE PROJECT 
Critical Question
How can noticing and naming be used to benefit students during 
writing conferences?
Contexts for study & how the contexts matters
Context 1: Free public charter school in Oregon that focuses on 
place-based, experiential learning through mixed-age classrooms.
Context 2: Early childhood learning community in Oregon focused 
on experiential learning and providing active pedagogical 
practices.
Context 3: Public elementary school located in Hawaii that 
practices traditional teaching methods and inclusion.   
Participants of the study (grade levels, gender, ages)
Context 1: Level 1 (grades 1-3), coed, 6-8 years old. 
Context 2: Kindergarten classroom, coed, 5-6 years old. 
Context 3: First grade classroom, coed, 6-7 years old. 
The dates data were collected
February 7, 2011 – March 18, 2011
What data were collected
Audio recorded sessions, transcriptions, analysis of recordings, 
field notes and related artifacts.  
How data was triangulated
Interviews with students, observations of their writing, and a 
collection of artifacts of their work.  
How data was analyzed, synthesized, deconstructed
Two analytic memos, critical colleague comments, group 
discussion, and final data interpretation.
How the design is trustworthy 
Showed a gain in knowledge of writing conferences and  teacher 
talk after mapping out what we thought we knew and what we 
know now, giving us confidence to perform in the classroom.
Demonstrate self-reflexivity in our ability to use language to 
enhance writing conferences and teacher children in an 
educational setting.
Incorporated multiple perspectives by collaborating with advisors, 
mentor teachers, research team members and applied distant 
colleague methods.
Used literature of distant colleagues as a foundation to build upon 
our own pedagogical practices and preconceived notions.
With no prior experience in writing conferences, tools and 
knowledge were gained, providing us with insight on how to apply 
them in general classroom settings beyond writing conferences. 
Limitations of the study
Time constraints: writing conferences ranged from 20-50 minutes 
to work with numerous students within the day.  
Context structures: Through sampling of private and public school 
systems
Researcher biases: Own ideologies can vary from the mentor 
teacher. 
Experience: Limited exposure to writing conferences before study. 
2.  Given the data from our research, as student teacher 
researchers, we should use specific, constructive, and relative 
feedback when noticing particular aspects of the process and 
outcome of students writing in order to sustain a dynamic-learning 
frame (Johnston, 2010), and to create a safe and comfortable 
learning environment for students, which allows them to take risks, 
develop the desire to learn, and grow as self sufficient agents of 
writing (Adams, 2009).
Positive feedback:
Negative feedback:
It is “ a teacher’s responsibility to build a community that 
encourages children to fully demonstrate their knowledge.  This 
community must be caring, and the children must feel safe to take 
risks” (Adams 2009).
How effective will the teacher talk that the we used with this age 
group be when applied to older ages?
How would our language vary in different contexts other than 
those studied in this project?
As action researchers, would video recordings have provided 
more evidence supporting our research question?  
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RESULTS (cont’d)
Synthesis Statements
1.  Given the data from our research, as student teacher 
researchers, we need to notice the past tendencies and 
personalities of students in order to know whether to use direct or 
indirect statements with them because students respond differently 
to stimulants given and language used by teachers.  In order to 
formulate these statements we must use “linguistic and meta-
cognitive processes,” by interpreting what students are thinking 
while simultaneously providing instruction to foster the growth of 
their writing identity (Suleiman, 2000). 
3.  Given the data from our research, as student teacher 
researchers, we should be aware of and analyze our own 
interactions with students on a multi-dimensional level, which 
encompasses teacher talk, modeling and scaffolding, student 
responses, and the outcomes of their writing within our limited 
writing conference time, in order to realize what should be done 
in particular situations.  In addition we must be attentive and 
observant of the environment, students’ writing and the students 
themselves in order to create authentic moments of teaching 
that can encourage students to develop the ability to 
independently notice and name things about their writing.
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